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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Intelligence and reading readiness tests are widely used 
in first grades today. They are used in school systems which 
do not have kindergartens as well as in the school systems which 
do have. There are many of both types of tests on the market. 
The problem of their evaluation is an important one. 
We have learned from the many recent studies of child 
development that children differ greatly in physical and mental 
development. So today we realize that many of the first grade 
entrants have not developed to the stage where they are ready 
for the formal work of the first grade. 
nchildren who are not ready to learn show a tendency 
to turn aside, to avoid instruc~ion and to engage in 
ac ti vi ties more in harmony with their developmental needs, tt 
writes Hildreth.l/She goes on to say that, 
n •••• the factors that make up mental maturity for 
beginners -- the capacity to think, to reason, to learn, 
to observe, to be curious, to remember, to follow direction 
and to deal with ideas on a six year old level of under-
standing -- are essential to learning during the first 
grade. Evidence proves that success in first grade achieve 
ment is pr~dictable to a larg e extent in terms of these 
factors.n ~/ 
1/Hildreth, G., Readiness for School Beginners, Yonkers-on-
Hudson, 1Norld Book Company, 1950, p. 13 
ijLoc. cit. 
1 
I 
Besides mental maturity Hildret~names the following 
factors necessary for achievement, perceptual maturity, sensory 
acuity, linguistic maturity and social and emotional adjustment 
and background experiences. 
The modern kindergarten gives children definite training 
in many of the various factors or skills now recognized as a 
part of the highly complex process of learning to read. Many 
of these skills are teachable and do not have to wait for 
natural development. Reading readiness tests provide a teacher 
with objective data as to each child's ability in these various 
skills. There are many reading readiness tests on the market 
today. They vary in the skills which they measure. No one 
test has proved, as yet, to predict success for all types of 
children in all types of schools. 
An intellig·ence test gives an index of brightness and a 
judgment of mental maturity which is most important for guidance 
but it has been proven that it alone does not always predict 
success in reading. 
It seems reasonable to say that reading readiness tests 
for children with kindergarten training plus an intelligence 
test should provide a first grade teacher with data by which 
s h e may estimate their success. The data will certainly help 
the teacher to plan her program more wisely, giving longer 
training in the readiness skills to those who need it. 
1/Ibid., PP• 14-16 
Now we turn to consider the first grade entrants who have 
not had the advantages of kindergarten training in the field of 
reading readiness. What will the data of reading readiness 
tests reveal to their first grade teacher? Will they denote 
how serious specific weaknesses are, as shown on the tests? 
When should these tests be given to these children? The 
teacher might well ask herself if she should give all the 
pupils a period of readiness training and follow that up with 
a readiness test or should she give the tests first and start 
those children who appear to be ready in the formal work im-
mediately . :1 
The Problem. The present investigation is to study~he 
prognostic values of the Pintner Cunningham Primary Mental Test, 
Form c1/as a test of intelligence; the Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic 
?) 
Reading Readiness Test; and the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, 
l~orm Rl/, as tests of , reading readiness in their prediction of 
reading success for children without the benefit of kinder-
garten training as compared to children with the benefit of 
kindergarten training, and to determine if the time and expense 
involved in giving these tests is justified by the predictive 
information derived from them. 
1/Pintner General Ability Tests: Verbal Series, Yonkers-on-
Hudson, World Book Company, 1946. 
?}Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test, Yonkers-on-
Hudson, World Book Company, 1949. 
1/Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Yonkers-on-Hudson, VVorld Book 
Company, 1948. 
3 
Basic Assumptions 
Uncontrolled Factors, In a study of this kind there are 
many uncontrolled factors, which might affect the results of 
these tests, either in increasing or decreasing the prognostic 
values of them. Some of the important ones should be con-
sidered. 
One assumption to be made in a study of this type is that 
the amount of time given to reading in each first grade is com-
paratively the same. It is reasonable to expect t hat some 
teachers might bring into their reading program more supple-
mentary reading than others, such as daily bulletins and ex-
perience stories. In a class where there is more of this 
activity, the children might be exposed to a different and 
perhaps a larger vocabulary which might result in higher 
achievement for this particular class. 
Another assumption made is that all the teachers have 
equal ability in the teaching of reading. 
The attendance of first grade pupils has marked variations 
due to the many children's diseases which sometimes run rife 
throughout a neighborhood or school. The assuming of the same 
attendance for all might handicap some pupils in their reading 
achievement. 
Assuming that the tests used in this study are both valid 
and reliable might be another reason for questioning results. 
Assuming there are no language or physical handicaps also 
might affect results. 
·.,_ 
The three first grades which had had kindergarten experi-
ence used the Scott Foresman books as the basal series. One of 
the three first grades which did not have kindergarten experienc 
used the Scott Foresman books as their basal series and the 
Silver Burdett books as supplementary material; while the other 
two first grades of the same group used the Silver Burdett 
books as the basal series with the Scott Foresman books as 
supplementary material. These two series were worked in to-
gether because of the similarity of their vocabularies. 
The reading readiness program in the kindergarten con-
sisted of the use of the readiness book, Before We Read, of the 
Scott Foresman series. The children had training in language 
and visual discrimination but their program did not include 
auditory training. 
Controlled Factors. Controlled factors should also be 
considered, as they might affect the pupil's reading achieve-
ment, either favorably or unfavorably. 
All tests were administered by the writer. The teaching 
load was about the same. The smallest enrollment was thirty-
two in one first grade, while the largest was thirty-six. 
The chronological ages were partially controlled as the 
entrance requirements for the first grades in both communities 
was five years and eight months. 
There was an attempt to have about the same variations in 
the socio-economic status of each group, as judged by the 
~ducational Consultant of one of the communities. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
1. The Effect of Intelligence 
According to McCall, 
n •••• a knowledge of a pupil's intelligence quotient 
should be of very great value to any teacher of any subjec. , 
for the size of a pupil's intelligence quotient is an in- · 
dex of his mental brightness or mental alertness. The 
determinations of mental age and intelligence quotient, · 
not only furnish valuable teaching guides but also provide 
the basis for educational guidance, through a knowledge of 
a pupil's capacity to profit~OY general education and 
pursue particular subjects.n.Y witty and Kopel say, " ···• 
the relationship between intelligence and reading ability is 
positive although low intelligence is infrequently a cause for 
poor reading. 11g;' 
According to Ross, 
" •••• there is substantial agreement Lamong psycholo-
gist&that what existing tests attempt to measure is the 
innate capacity to learn, particularly to learn the aca-
demic tasks imposed by the school •••• [bui7there is no 
unanimity among the psychologists regardi~ the exact 
definition of intelligence. It is also clear at the out-
set that innate intelligence can be measured only in-
directly; its presence must be inferred from the observed 
behavior of the individual, his reactions to certain 3 carefully chosen and controlled situations called tests.n 
Ment a l Age and Beginning Reading . There have been many 
studies concerning the mental age nec~ssary for t h e successful 
YMcCall, w. A., Measurement , New York, The MacMi llan Company, 
1939, P• 225. 
g/Witty, P. A. , Kopel, D., Reading and the Educative Process, 
Boston, Ginn and Company, 1939, P• 225. 
2/Ross, C. c., Measurement in Todays Schools, New York, 
Prentice Hall, Inc., 1941, P• 74. 
learning of reading. Morphett and Washburn11used mental age 
obtained from the Detroit First Grade Intelligence Test as 
their method of expressing intelligence. Their study showed 
that a small percent of children who began to read with a 
mental age of less than six years were able to read. A mental 
age of between six and six and one half years showed a sharp 
rise in percent, although beyond six years and six months there 
seemed to be little gain in postponing reading. In their ex-
periment mental age showed a higher degree of correlation with 
reading progress than did intelligence quotient. This would 
be expected in terms of the greater variability in comparison 
to intelligence quotient. 
Teegarden found that " •••• the tendency to confuse symbols 
is characteristic of mental ages below six years and is usually 
eliminated in mental ages above seven. 11 ?J Bigelow )/in a study 
of under-age school children, found that a child who is chrono-
logically below six years and four months of age and whose 
mental age is below six years has very little chance to succeed 
in reading, while a child who is chronologically below six 
years and six years and four months, with a mental age of six 
years and four months or above, has a good chance to succeed. 
De Loura concluded in her study that, " •••• an indication that 
--,"'--~ IL --:...-.::-:---::---,--,-....,.,..-
l/MOrfthett, M., Washburn, c., "When Should Children Begin to 
~ead?t Elementary School Journal, XXXI, (March 1931), PP•496-50 
?)Tee.garden, L., "Clinical Identification of the Prospective 
Non-Reader," Child Develop,ment, (December 1932), p. 358. 
~Bigelow, E. B., "School Progress of Under Age Children," 
Elementary School Journal, XXXV, (November 1934), p. 192. 
I 
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II 
a knowledge of a child's mental age was an aid in estimating 
his probable success or failure in reading as the correlation 
between mental age and reading achievement has a predictive 
value of ten per cent better than chance. nl/vVi tty and Kopel 
say that, " •••• the importance of mental age in determining 
-=I 
reading success among the mentally dull has been demonstrated."~ 
Gates reminds us, 
" •••• that children of the same intelligence quotient 
or mental age will vary considerably in many other personal 
qualities upon which learning to read and the level of 
reading achievement depend. They may vary greatly in 
interest, in visual aptitude, and in some of the techniques 
of learning upon which acquisition of reading ability de-
pends. The mental test score or intelligence quotient, or 
mental age gives by no means a perfect indication of a 
child's success in reading. These scores are very useful 
in understanding children's limitations and needs. They 
should be used along with many other sources of informatior. 
about the pupil's make-up. They should not be~~egarded as 
telling exactly what to expect of each child.".V 
Intelligence Tests. Goodenoug~writes that a test which 
predicts reading achievement in advance of trial will be a 
valuable guide in deciding whether or not a child is ready to 
undertake the work of the first grade. Deputy gave reading 
readiness tests of his own and an intelligence test. Of his 
experiment he writes, 
YDe Loura, B. E., "A Study of the Predictive Value of Intelli-
gence Tests to Readin~ Achievement," unpublished Ed. M. Thesis,. 
Boston University, 1949. . 
g/Witty and Kopel, op. cit. p. 170. 
l/Gates, A. I., The Improvement of Reading, New York, The 
MacMillan Company, 1947, PP• 80-EI. , 
~Goodenough, F. L., Mental Testing, New York, Rinehart & Co., 
Inc., 1949, p. 324. 
" •••• the correlations found between the five tests 
of reading readiness and the combined scores on the tests 
of reading ability show that the Pintner Cunningham 
Mental Test gives the best single means of predicting first 
grade reading achievement. However, the other tests used 
in this study rais~~ the predictive power of the mental 
test appreciably." Y 
Strangg/found that the correlation coefficient was higher 
between the language factors of the California Test of Mental 
Maturity, Elementary Series, and reading tests. With regard 
to the probable relationship between intelligence and reading 
ability Strang says, " .••• the very complexity of intelligence 
and reading ability and consequently of the relationship be-
tween them makes variability in reading scores on a given level 
of intelligence inevitable. 11 2./ 
In discussing tests, G~te~entions the following group 
tests, which are devised for use at the beginning of or during 
the first grade, the Pintner Cunningham Primary Mental Test, 
the Detroit First Grade Intelligence Test, and the California 
Test of Mental Maturity. These tests involve a great deal of 
oral language but no reading and so are excellent tests for 
rough appraisals of the kind of intelligence called for in 
reading. 
1/Deputy, E. C., "Predicting First Grade Reading Achievement," 
Teachers College, __ Contributions to Education, 1939, Number 426, 
p. LJ4. 
g/Strang, R. M., "VariabilitY. in Reading Scores on a Given Level 
of Intelligence Test Scores,' Journal of Educational Research, 
XXXVIII, (February, 1945), p. Lj41. 
2/Ibid., p. 446. 
~Gate?, op. cit. 
9 
2-. The Effect of Reading Readiness 
-Reading Readiness Factors. Harrison writes, ''· ••• the 
factors which greatly influence reading readiness are many and 
of a complex nature and are often so involved and interwoven 
that it is very difficult to determine what sing le factor or 
group of factors bears most significance to the condition 
known as readiness for reading.ttlf She classifies them under 
three headings, (1) Intellectual Development, (2) Physical 
?J Development, and (3) Personal Development." She goes on to 
say, '' •••• since reading is an intellectual process, factors of 
intellectual development, fostering reading readiness are of 
greater importance than any of the other groups of factors.n 3/ 
The study of a child's readiness is most important as " •••• 
reading readiness factors are the keynote for a preventive 
program,"ll/writes Betts. 
In describing three groups of studies conducted over a 
period of three years at Teachers College, Gates2/writes that 
the tests which gave high correlations with reading progress, 
besides the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test, were measures of 
1/Harrison, M. L., Reading Readiness, Boston, Houghton Mifflin 
C omp any, 19 3 9, P • 5_. 
Y,Loc. cit. 
2/Loc. cit. 
lJ/Betts, E. A., Foundations of Reading Instruction, New York, 
American Book Company, 1946, p. 112. 
2/Gates, A. I., ''Basic Principles in Reading Readiness Testing, 
Teachers College Record, Volume XL, (March 1939), pp. 449-500. 
types of ability, information or interest which can be success-
fully taught and learned. He goes on to say, 
11 Reading readiness, therefore, is not a series of 
attributes for the development of which a teacher can do 
nothing but wait upon the process of general maturation 
or inner developments, but a series of educational 
attainments which can be taught and le~~ned as definitely 
as anything in the school curriculum.lt.Y 
uThe ability to recognize similarities and difference 
in the appearance of words and word elements seems to be 
an important skill in the beginning reading. Auditory 
discrimination may be defined as the ability to recognize 
similarities and differences in the sounds. The child 
lacking in this ability may be taughtgjt through exercises 
graded in difficulty," writes Murphy. She goes on to say 
that 11 experimentally it has been proven that children 
having specific training in auditory and visual discrim-
ination during the first six weeks of grade one, compared 
with others not having such training, are superior in 
reading achievement and learning rate." 
Reading Readiness Tests. Ga.tesl/says that the way to 
determine reading readiness is by testing or other ways of 
appraising the general factors necessary in diagnosing reading 
abilities at any level. It also requires the diagnosing of 
strengths and weaknesses in the form of interest, information, 
and skills essential to learning to read at the initial stage. 
11 The intelligence test does not predict perfectllt 
success in beg inning to read. Particularly valuable, t 
writes Gates, 11 are some of the new type of reading readi-
ness tests. Some of these batteries of tests taken as 
a whole indicate more clearly the pupil's readiness for 
reading than does the intelligence test. In an ideal 
1/Loc. cit. 
g/Murphy, H. A., "Insuring Success in Beginning Reading,n 
Journal of the National Education Association, 35, (October, 
1946), p-. 382." 
l/Gates, A. I., The Improvement of Reading, New York, The 
Macmillan Company, 1947, pp. 141-142. 
situation the teacher will have the results of an intelli-
gence test and a good series of reading re adiness tests 
combined with i~~ormal appraisals of certain abilities 
and interests. 11 Y 
In dis cussing the us e of reading readiness tests, Betts 2/ 
says that they can be administered more easily by the teacher, 
that their results give better indications of certain specific 
needs than intelligence tests do and they provide a much safer 
basis for conferences with par ents than the results of an in-
telligence test. McKeel/emphasizes the means of standardized 
tests as well as informal appraisals. 
The results of reading readiness tests have several uses. 
Betts1/feels that there would be significantly less failures if 
the children in the first grade were group ed on a basis of 
psychological and physical reading readiness, and promoted to 
the second grade on a basis of reasonable reading achievement. 
Readiness Tests as Predictors. In the consideration of 
using reading readiness tests as predicting future success in 
reading achievement, many studies have been made. Wright5/says 
11 
•••• the validity of reading readiness measures de-
pends ultimately upon their prognostic values." He goes 
on to s ay that, n •••• it has generally been found t hat 
when reading readiness scores are combined with other 
measures such as mental test scores, the coefficient of 
g/Betts, Q£• cit. p. 238. 
J/IVIcKee, P., The Teaching of Reading, Boston, Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1948~. 177. 
1/Betts, E. A., "Reading Disability Correlates," Education, 
LVI, (S eptember, 1925), pp. 18-21 • 
.2/Wright, W. W., 11 The Nature and Measurement of Reading 
Readiness," The Nati onal Elementar1" Principal, Seventeenth 
Yearbook, Volume XVII, (July, 1938 , p. 252. 
correlation is higher. A further study of the reported 
data shows that when the criterion of success in reading 
is made up of more than onveading test the coefficient 
of correlation is higher.nl 
?) Gates, Bond and Russell write that tests of abilities, 
interests and techniques which can be successfully taught and 
learned, are the best tests for predicting reading achievement. 
''Low scores do not necessarily indicate that a pupil 
is not ready to learn to read. They may be the result of 
a number of factors other than inferior ability. The 
score of a child who has had kindergarten expe rience gives 
a better prediction of ability to learn to read than the 
score of a child who"has not had such experience," write 
Lee, Clark, and Lee.JJ Their greatest importance seems to 
be their diagnostic value. According to Bond and Bond, " •••• 
they should tell wherein the sources of difficulty are likely 
to be.nl±/ 
According to Gates, " •••• predictions vary with the 
teacher's ability in adjusting her instruction to individual 
needs.''.2/ Monroe2/ says that the predictive value of a reading 
readiness test is greatest for classes who receive the most 
effective teaching. Fendrick and McGladei/found that the 
Wbid. P· 253. 
g:;a:ates, A. I., Bond, G. L., and Russell, D. H., ''Methods of 
Determining Reading Readiness,•t Elementary School Journal, XL, 
(November, 1939), p. 166. 
J/Lee, J. M., Clark, W. w., and Lee, D. M., "Measuring Reading 
Readiness, 11 Elementary School Journal, XXXIV, (May, 1934), p.66 · • 
L./Bond, G., and Bond, E., Teaching the Child to Read, New York, 
~he Macmillan Co., 1943, P• 38. --- ------
.2/Gates, A. I., ttBasic Principles in Reading Readiness Testing, 
Teachers College Record, Vol. XL, (March, 1939), p. 502. 
2/IVI onroe, M., ''Reading Aptitude Tests for the Prediction of 
Success and Failures in Beginning Reading,n Education, LVI, 
(September, 1935), p. 13 • 
.1/F'endrick, P., and McGlade, C. A., '' A Valldation of Two 
Prognostic Tests of Reading Aptitude, 11 Elementary School 
Journal, (April, 1939), P• 194. 
combination of the Detroit First Grade Intelligence Test, when 
correlated with the Gates Primary Reading Test gave a better 
prediction for first grade achievement than either the Detroit 
First Grade Intelligence Test or the Metropolitan Readiness 
Tests g iven alone. 
CHAPTER III 
PLANNING AND ORGANIZING THE STUDY 
The purpose of this investigation is to study the pre-
dictive value of three specific pre-reading tests to reading 
achievement for non kindergarten trained children as compared 
to children with kindergarten training. There is agreement 
that a variety of measures gives a better prediction of success 
than any single test, therefore, three pre-reading tests were 
chosen. 
' Source of Data. The three pre-reading tests were ad-
mi nistered in September to three first grades in a large town 
I 
in the Greater Boston Aree., where t he children had the ad-
' -·-· ~----~~ ... ... . ... i 
vantage of public kindergartens and to three first grades in 
a city nearby where there were no public kindergartens. In 
June two reading achievement tests were administered to the 
same groups. There were two hundred six children in the six 
fir· s t grades, one hundred one in the town and one hundred five 
in the nearby city. Of these two hundred five children, com-
plete data were compiled for one hundred thirty-eight of them, 
seventy-five in the group with kindergarten training and 
sixty-three in the non kindergarten group. The loss of 67 per-
cent of the cases was due to absences for one or more of t he 
tests and to the exclusion of repeaters. 
Personnel of Study. All the tests were administered 
and corrected by the writer. 
Objective Data Used in this Study 
Pintner Cunningham Primary Test. Intelligence was 
measured by the Pintner Cunningham Primary Test, Form C, 
(sample in the appendix). Intelligence quotients were ob-
tained by the deviation method, using the conversion table in 
the Manual of Directions, and mental age as given in the same 
conversion table. 
t: ~Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test. In-
formation was derived from the Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic 
Reading Readiness Test (sample in the appendix) concerning the 
pre-reading skills which are related to reading achievement. 
This test consists of three sub-tests and the scores of these 
sub-tests were added to secure the total score. Scores on 
the Auditory and the Visual tests were considered separately 
in the analysis. 
Metropolitan Readiness Tests. Information was derived 
from the Metropolitan Tests, Form R, concerning the pre-reading 
skills which are related to reading achievement. The total 
scores of these tests were used. The test on Drawing a Man 
was not included. 
Lee Clark Reading Tests. Reading achievement was 
measured by the Lee Clark Reading Test -- Primer and the Lee 
Cl ark Reading Test -- First Reader~ Th ese tests were chosen 
a s almost t h e srune percentag e of words in t h e tests appeared 
in the two reading systems involved.l/ 
The Primer test was ma d e up of three sub-tests, (1) Audi-
tory Stimuli, (2) Visual Stimuli, and (3) Following Directions. 
Th e F irst Reader Test was mad e up of s ub-te s ts of t h ese same 
three typ es plus one of Comp letion and one of Infe ren ce. 
i 
Summary. ) The measuring instruments used in this study ;. 
were the Pintner Cunn ingham Primar y Mental Test, Th e Murp hy -
Durre ll Diagnostic Reading Re adine ss Test, t h e Metrop olit an 
Re adiness Tests, Th e Lee Clark Reading Test Primer, and 
the Lee Clark Read ing Test -- First Reader. 
The following data were obtained for each child in the -----.... ____ -------
t wo g roups, totalling one hundred thirty-eight children. 
1. Chronolog ical Age. 
2. Ment a l Ag e on the Pintner Cunningham Test. 
J. Intellig ence Quotient on the same test. 
4· Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test 
scores for the sep arate subtests. 
5. Metropolitan Readiness Tests scores for the separa te 
subtests and the total score. 
6. Lee Clark Reading Test Primer scores of t h e 
separate subtests and the total score. 
~------.. ._ .. ' 
1/Nason, Doris E ., 11 A( Comparison of the Vocabularies of t h e 
Grade One and Two Books of the Learning to Read Series and Ten 
S tandardized Reading Tests," unpublished Ed . M. Thesis, 
Boston University, 1948. 
~ 
7. Lee Clark Reading Test --First Reader scores of the 1 
separate sub-tests, the sub-total score of the first 
three sub-tests which are common with the Primer 
scores, and the total score. 
8. The combined Lee Clark Reading Tests total score. 
-
Table 1 reports the reliability information available 
concerning these tests in the published manuals. 
Table 1 
Reliability Data Concerning Experimental 
Variables as Reported in the Test Manuals 
Type of Reliability Information 
Test 
Pintner-Cunningham Test 
Metropolitan Readiness Test 
Split-
half 
Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic 
Reading Readiness Test: 
Auditory .96 
Visual .95 
Inter-
form 
A-B 
.89 
.89 
S .E. of 
measure 
=-==--==-=~=-9·~~~=-==~===·==~===-================================-=-~-=-==-===-=~~~==-=-·-
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
In order to understand better the relation of the pre-
reading tests given to reading achievement for the two groups, 
comparisons of various factors were made. 
Chronological Age. Table 2 gives an analysis of the 
chronological ages of the With Kindergarten and the Without 
Kindergarten groups. This table shows a relatively wide rang e o 
ag es. The average age of boys and g irls is the same but for 
one month. These groups are normally placed in the grade in 
respect to age. The median age in grade one for a national 
population, estimated from data in the Metropolitan Manual for 
Interpreting , is 6.4 for the first of October. In short it 
would appear that there is nothing unusual about the two groups 
studied in res pect to their chronolog ical ages. A slight dif-
ference of about a month in favor of the Without Kindergarten 
group probably has no practical significance. 
Mental Age. As previously noted the Pintner-Cunningham 
Primary Test was given at t h e beginning of this experiment. 
The mental a ges, as reported in Table 3, are based upon this 
test. An examination of this table shows that the range is 
somewhat greater than for the chronological ages. It will be 
! noted that the With Kindergarten group is somewhat more vari-
able than the Without Kinderg arten. The With Kindergarten 
Table 2 
Distribution of Chronological Ages by Sex Plus Related Statistics 
Separately for With and Without Kindergarten Groups 
Chronological Age With Kindergarten Without Kindergarten 
in years & months Pupils M}lkJng--scores Pupils Making Scores 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Boys Girls Bobs Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls 
7-8 7-10 1 2. 3 
7-5 7- 7 1 2.70 
7-2 7- 4 
6-11 7- 1 
6-8 6-10 
6-5 6- 7 
6-2 6- 4 
5-11 6- 1 
5-8 5-10 
3 
12 
~ 
7 
ltt 
~ 
3 
7.10 
31.58 
23.68 
15.79 
18 .l.j2 
10. 81 
37.84 
2l.j.. 32 
16.22 
8.11 
2 
1 
6 
6 
6 
5 
3 
6 
6 
7 
5 
10 
6.90 
3. Lt.5 
20.69 
20.69 
20.69 
17.24 
10.34 
17.65 
17.65 
20.59 
14.70 
29.41 
Total 38 37 ~oo.oo ~oo.oo 29 34 100.00 100.00 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Percent in Group 
Boys Girls Boys 
6.3 
4· 71 50.7 
6.4 
4.03 
49·3 
6.5 
Lt..88 
46.0 
Girls 
6.4 
5tt:~ 
r\..~' 
1--' 
Table 3 
Distribution of Mental Ages by Sex Based Upon the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test 
Plus Related Statistics Separate l y for With and Without Kindergarten Groups. 
Mental Age in With Kindergarten Without Kindergarten 
years & months PuEils Making Scores PuEils Making Scores 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Bo,;y:s Girls Bo;rs Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls 
9- 0 9-4 1 2.70 
8-7 8Tll 2 1 5.26 2.70 
8-2 8-6 1 2.94 
7-9 8-1 2 1 5.26 2.70 1 1 3.45 2.94 
7-4 7-8 4 2 10.53 5.41 1 1 3.45 2.94 6-11 l-3 3 5 7.89 13.51 2 7 6 .90 20.59 6-6 -10 4 8 10.53 21.62 3 10.35 6-1 6-5 7 tt 18.4? 10.81 ~ 2 17.24 5.88 5-8 6-0 5 13.16 10.81 10 20.69 29.41 
4-3 5-7 4 7 10.53 18.92 5 4 17.24 11.76 
-10 ~-2 4 3 10.53 8.12 3 3 10.34 8. 82 4-5 -9 ~3 _____ - _1 ____ L§9 ____ ?-~ 7 0 ____ ] _____ 5 10.34 14.71 
Total 38 37 100.00 100.00 29 _21± 100.00 100.00 
Bo;rs Girls Bo:;t:s Girls 
Mean 6.~ 6.4 5.11 6. 0 Standard Deviation 12. 3 12.09 10.12 12.07 
f\.._~1 
r' .. · .. ..... 
group shows an average su~.~. :ri . .c?.!.'.~ .~l ... ?~ ... ~1?: 8 \': 1:; four mo.nths of 
___ .. _.-......... _ ........... --~-·-" ····-······· ... ~ - -- - . 
mental age c;ver the Without Kindergarten group. 
-~ .... ----~---·. ---- ...... ~,-•• , • • ,~ - .. -- •-loo .... _. -~ •• 
It certainly would not be an unreasonable hypothesis to 
assume that some part of the superiority of mental age of the 
With Kindergarten g roup may have been due to their kindergarten 
experience, although there is no basis for proof of this fact 
in the data presented. In support of this hypothesis, one 
may mention the fact that the Without Kindergarten group were 
totally unfamilar with group activity and without any previous 
experience in taking a psycholog ical test. The With Kinder-
garten group on t h e other hand had had a years experience in 
g roup activity and are known to have taken t h e New California 
Short Form Test of Mental Maturity, Pre-Primary. 
As the sex groups are so similar in both ag e and mental 
a g e and the numbers small, the subsequent comparisons will 
ignore the sex break down. 
Metropolitan Readiness Tests. It has been noted that the 
Metropolitan Readiness test was one of the predictive tests 
g iven in this study. Table 4 gives an analysis of the results 
of this test. This table shows. that the With Kindergarten 
group has considerable superiority over the Without Kinder-
garten group. Th e With Kinderg art en group has much less 
variability, t h e difference between the standard deviation 
being S.SS. The mean score of the With Kinderg arten g roup is 
7.16 higher than the mean score of the Without Kinderg arten 
g roup. S ince it is known that the Kindergarten group received 
Table 4 
Inter-correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations of Pretests and 
Criterion Test Separately for 63 Children Without Kindergarten 
Training and 75 Children With Kindergarten Training 
Group and Test lVffi P-C 
-
MD:A lVID: V L-C Mean 
Without Kindergarten 
Metropolitan Readiness .76 
-34 -75 -75 86.6 
Pintner-Cunningham .27 .56 .65 71.4 
Murphy-Durrell: Auditory .38 .29 31.8 
Murphy-Durrell: Visual .72 33-7 
Lee Clark Composite 62.2 
With Kindergarten 
Metropolitan Readiness .61+ .31 .61 .65 75.8 
Pintner-Cunningham • 26 .33 . L~9 76.0 . 
Murphy-Durrell: Auditory .27 .L~o 29-9 
Murphy-Durrell: Visual .50 33.8 
Lee Clark Composite 6o .o 
S.D. 
15.8 
10.4 
20.6 
9-4 
21.5 
10.3 
12.1 
18.2 
7.9 
17.0 
I' f\...) I ., I+" 
I 
training in oral language and in matching figures, it would 
seem safe to assume that their kindergarten experience was a 
large factor in their superior handling of this test. The 
correlation of this test with the Achievement Test Criterion 
is .648 for the With Kindergarten group, while it is .752 for 
the Without Kindergarten group. From these data it would 
seem that the abilities tested in these pre-reading tests have 
a definite relationship to learning to read as measured by the 
Lee Clark Reading Tests Composite. The difference of .10 in 
favor of the Without Kindergarten g!oup almost surely is 
attributable to the greater variance of both Metropolitan and 
Lee Clark Tests. 
Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test, Auditory 
Discrimination. As previously reported, the Murphy-Durrell 
Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test, Auditory Discrimination was 
given in this experiment. Table 4 gives an analysis of the 
data from this test. With this test the Without Kindergarten 
group has a slight superiority over the With Kindergarten 
group. The mean score of the Without Kindergarten group is 
1.90 higher than the mean score of the With Kindergarten group. 
The With Kindergarten group is slightly less variable, having 
a standard deviation of 2.45 less than that of the Without 
Kindergarten group. It is known that the Kindergarten group 
had not received any definite auditory training, which might 
have given them some advantage over the Without Kindergarten 
group. The correlation with the criterion of .40 (With Kinder-
garten) and .29 (Without Kindergarten) are the lowest of any 
of the predictive measures used. This is not due to any re-
striction in the range of scores on the Auditory Test as the 
standard deviations show. It may be due to the fact that 
auditory skill is developed rapidly by training to the critical 
! level where its further development no longer is a prerequisite 
I 
I to satisfactory reading performance. Be-administration of the 
test at the end of the year and coincidentally with the ad-
ministration of the reading test might throw light on this 
point. 
Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test, Visual 
Discrimination. Visual Discrimination Sub-test 2 of the 
!Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test was also given 
as mentioned previously. Table 4 gives the essential data 
concerning this test. It may be noted that the With Kinder-
garten group has slightly less variability than the Without 
Kindergarten group, having a standard deviation 1.54 less than 
that of the Without Kindergarten group. The difference in 
mean scores of .12, in favor of the With Kindergarten group, is 
so small that it has no significance, although the With Kinder-
lgarten group is known to have had definite training in visual 
' discrimination. The correlation with the criterion of .72 for 
the Without Kindergarten group is the highest in the series; 
the correlation of .50 for the With Kindergarten group, on the 
other hand, is comparatively low and the difference between the 
' two groups in this respect is very notable. Greater variability 
of the 11Without 11 group may taccount for the difference in part. 
In part is may be due to some previous training in related 
activities although the means do not show this. The previous 
training may have had the effect of narrowing the range of score~ 
only, however. 
Lee Clark Reading Test Composite. There is a slight 
superiority of the Without Kindergarten group over the With 
Kindergarten group on the Lee Clark Test, as it had a mean 
score 2.16 higher than the mean score of the With Kindergarten 
group.1/There was also considerably more variability in the 
Without Kindergarten group. The standard deviation of the 
Without Kindergarten group was 4.55 greater than for the With 
Kindergarten group. 
The obvious conclusion to be drawn from this, that 
Kindergarten experience does not increase the rate of learning 
or level of reading achievement as measured at the end of 
grade one, is dangerous to make in view of the small number of 
cases and the lack of proof that all pertinent factors which 
might influence the result were controlled. Certainly, however, 
l/No attempt has been made to find the statistical significance 
of the differences between the With Kindergarten and Without 
Kindergarten groups, partly because the number of cases is so 
s mall as to make the error estimate unduly large; but more 
particularly because the writer has been advised that the 
usual difference formula is not applicable in this situation. 
This is true largely because t h e samples cannot, in any sense 
of the word, be considered as random samples. 
there must be a presumption that this is a true statement of 
the situation and one must agree to it until other evidence 
indicates something to the contrary. 
One must hasten to add that the case for kindergarten does 
not depend upon establishing the fact of superior rate or level 
of learning to read. Other values are undoubtedly more im-
portant and significant. 
Tables 5a, 5b, 5c, and 5d have been included as they show 
in more or less graphic form the relation between the pre-
reading tests and the criterion test. The significant facts 
of these .statistics are summarized in Table 4. 
In table 5a it is easy to spot several With Kindergarten 
cases having relatively high mental ages, as measured by the 
Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test, who had rather low scores on 
the criterion test, the Lee Clark Reading Test Composite. On 
the other hand, it may be noted .. that a number of Without 
...... .. 
Kindergarten cases having rel~~ively low mental ages had scores 
well above the mean in the criterion test. Tables 5b, 5c, and 
5d show a very similar picture. Table 5c shows an even greater 
discrepancy for the Without Kindergarten group, with a relativel 
large number having scores in the lowest interval for the 
Auditory Discrimination test and high scores in the criterion 
test. 
Charts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 show, graphically, the dif-
ferences between the With Kindergarten group and the Without 
Kindergarten group for each test given in this experiment. 
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Char t 2 . A Comparison of With and Without Kinde r garten Gr ou ps on I n telligence Qu otient s 
based on Pintner- Cunningham Pri mary Test. Wi th Kindergarten ----------
Without Kindergar ten ___ _ _ 
G·.'l 
If the scores follow a normal curve the result ; on the 
chart is a straight line. If the scores are skewed at the 
upper end, the line flattens at top. With the exception of 
the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test, Mental ages, the graphs 
tend to show a flattening out at the top. The curve for the 
Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test, Intelligence Quotient, is 
lower for the Without Kindergarten group throughout the range 
of scores and the lines are nearly parallel. 
Chart 3 shows the With Kinderg arten group to be superior 
all along on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests but especially 
at the lower end. Chart 4, for the Auditory Discrimination, 
Sub-test 1, of the Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness 
test, shows the With Kindergarten group to be superior at the 
lower end. Chart 5, for the Visual Discrimination, Sub-test 2, 
of the Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test,shows 
the With Kindergarten group to be superior at the lower end, 
but the Without Kindergarten group to be superior at the upper 
end. Chart 6, for the Lee Clark Reading Test Composite, also 
shows the With Kindergarten group to be superior at the lower 
end. At approximately the twentieth percentile level the 
Without Kindergarten group becomes superior until the two 
groups come together at the upper end. 
The trend of these six charts would suggest that kinder-
garten experience has been most beneficial for the children 
who are found at the lower end of the distribution, but the 
evidence is not conclusive on this point. 
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Char t 6. A Comparison of With and Without Kinderg arten Groups on Lee Clark Reading 
Tests Total Composite S core . 
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A final comparison of the inter-correlations of the pre-
reading tests shows the highest inter-correlation to be between 
the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test, Mental Age and the Metro-
politan Readiness Tests. The inter-correlations were as 
follows: 
1. With Kindergarten group /.644 
2. Without Kindergarten group /.760 
The next highest inter-correlation is shown to be between 
the Metropolitan Readiness Tests and the Murphy-Durrell Visual 
Discrimination Test, which were as follows: 
1. With Kindergarten /.609 
2. Without Kindergarten /.753 
It appears from these inter-correlations that these tests 
measure some of the same abilities and an examination of the 
tests tends to corroborate this. 
The inter-correlations of the Pintner-Cunningham Primary 
Test, Mental Age and the Murphy-Durrell Visual Discrimination 
Test were as follows: 
1. With Kindergarten group /.331 
2. Without Kindergarten group /.555 
These figures show less relationship between these tests, 
especially for the With Kindergarten group. 
It appears that the Murphy-Durrell Auditory Discrimination 
Test measures an ability which has little in common with the 
abilities measured by the other pre-tests. The Auditory Dis-
crimination test has the following inter-correlations: 
4-0 
1. With the Metropolitan Readiness Tests 
a. With Kindergarten /.307 
b. With out Kinderg arten /.337 
2. With the Murphy-Dur~ell Visual Discrimination 
a. With Kindergarten group /.267 
b. Without Kindergarten group /.383 
3. With Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test, Mental Ag e 
a. With Kindergarten /.257 
b. Without Kindergarten /.272 
These correlation coefficients are too low to show any signifi-
cant relationship. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
OF THE STUDY 
The following generalizations seem pertinent: 
1. The predictive measures all correlate positively with 
the criterion and some are fairly high,-- high enough 
to be definitely useful for administrative purposes. 
2. The Murphy-Durrell Auditory Test measures a sub-
stantially different ability which has obvious value 
(face validity) and positive (though low) correlation 
with the criterion. In a multiple regression equation 
this test might contribute substantially to increasing 
the predictive power of the battery . Such a regression 
equation was not worked out because of the small number 
of cases available for study. 
J. The study shows a slight difference in favor of the 
Without Kindergarten Group on the achievement test 
criterion but the difference is of no practical 
significance and probably would not be statistically 
significant. · However, since the groups are not random 
samples, the usual significance tests were not made • . 
·. \ 
The following limitations are to be noted: - r~ 
1. All data presented in this study are representative 
only of this group; no attempt is made to generalize 
to larger groups . in other communities. 
/ 
2. Mental age was measured by a group intelligen ce test. 
A more a ccura te me asure might h ave been obtained from 
an individual i nte lligence test which would hav e been 
less like ly to be affected by the kinde r garten 
experience. 
J. Data used i n this study were all objective test data; 
some important values involved a re subjective and not 
subje ct to statistical analy sis. 
4· The groups were very small. 
5. There was no independent matching of cases. 
Th e following ·· suggestions for further research logically 
[\ .. 
~·. 
ollow from the conclusions and limitations noted: --
1. A study with First Grade Children giving the Murphy-
Durrel l Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test, Auditory 
Discrimination at the end of the year with the criteria 
test would be enlightening. 
2. A similar study in which the groups were matched on 
an individual intellig ence test before kindergarten, 
wi th one half having and one half not having kinder-
garten experience, would be most enlightening. In this 
way any possible influences of kindergarten experience 
on the predictive measures would be controlled. 
J. If possible, the groups investigated also should have 
the same basic instruction. 
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~ 
METROPOLITAN READINESS 
By GERTRUDE H. HILDRETH/ PH.D. 
and NEL~IE L. GRIFFITHS/ M.A. 
FORM R 
TESTS 
Name ...... ... ...... . .... ... .... .. . .... Boy ..... Girl. . . . . Date of Testing ...... . 
lJ.l 
FORM 
R 
Year Month Day 
Teacher .. ... .. ... . . . ... .. Grade .. ... School . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Date of Birth 
Year Month Day 
City . . . . . . . .. .. ... County .... . . . . . ... . . State. . . ... . . . . . ... Pupil's Age Yrs .. .... . Mos . .. ... . 
TEST RAW ScoRE 
1. Word M eaning 
.2. Sentences 
3. Information 
4. Matching 
5. Numbers 
6. Copying 
Total 
' 
Drawing a man 
Percentile corresponding D 
to total score (Tests 1-6) 
Rating for total score (T ests 1-6): 
A Superior D 
B High Normal 0 
c Average D 
D Low Normal D 
E Poor Risk D 
LETTER This space is to .be used for drawing a man and 
RATING 
· writing pupil's name. 
Copyright 19-4-8 by World Book Company, Yonkers~on-Hudson, New York, and Chicago, Illinois 
PRINTED IN U.S.A . >D!.T : 11.-EXP. (1948)-2 
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~etropolitan Readineasi R 
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Metropolitan Roadmoss: 
I 
TEST I. AUDITORY (Continuer!) 
~urphy-Durrell Diag. Read. Readiness 
69-72 
I 
73-76 
• 
77-80 
81-84 ) 
\ 
• 
i. 5 ] Score ....... . 
Murphy-Durrell Dia~~:. Re6d. Rcadin-
TEST .2. VISUAL 
1 14 
b , m 0 s y w u v y n 
2 15 
e a r m f c· 0 a , e d 
. 
\ . 
3 16 
' 
v m h u c w u n m . v 
-
4 17 
g 1 k t y \ m b n d u 
5 18 .. 
y w u m n g y J 1 q 
I 
-
6 19 l 
c e. 0 a r e 1 J I t 
7 20 
.. 
.. e · 0 c g a . . f t h k I 
8 . 21 
' t I h b k 0 R e c g 
g · 22 
s c z m f r 0 n :m u 
' 
10 23 
-
h k I t f I d b I p q g 
,11 I 24 -
' I h k t f I g b P. q d 
12 25 
' 
-
g p y q h . p g b . d q 
' 
13 26 
-. 
s X 0 m z d p g q b 
. 
[ 6 ] 
Murphy-Durrell Diag. Read. Readinemr 
'· TEST 2. VISUAL (Continued) 
27 36 
at ball nose ICe 
' ill all · fall nuce -race nice , 
I 
\ 
I 28 - 37 ' 
,. 
no m speak speck · 
' 
. I 
stick spice peck nip on Imp 
29 38 
play day \ drip prop 
\ 
boy dog boys . drops rap drop 
30 39 
me men Junip jest .. 
nru;ne man .run just jot must 
31 , 40 
saw war alone abuse 
as was waste absent abide alo:o.g 
I 
32 41 
tis sit . clasp class 
I . 
sat it site clear clean cleat 
. 33 ' I 42 ' 
dark lack . , would word 
-
' 
clock black block world whirl wound 
34 43 
·barn bun fondle foolish 
burn bar . done forage forget forbid · 
35 44 
frost first terrace terrier 
I 
fast firm trust 
- ·# ..... 
... -.,---·· .. 
. terrific tremble testify 
-( 
( 
' 
TEST 2. 
45 
par park 
party part dark 
46 
. quiver quiz 
quote quoit qurre 
47 
dinner differ 
diffuse digress diction 
48 
sure · scare -
secure server cure 
TEST 3. 
\ 
toothbrush 
bracelet 
celery 
against 
rron 
machinery 
handkerchief 
naughty 
scissors 
chocolates . 
Number right 
Murphy-Durrell Diag. Read. Readiness 
VISUAL (Continued) 
49 
form refor:rr 
unifom inform deform 
50 
curtain certain 
sustain retain maintain 
51 
shrub · shrink 
shovel shriek . shorten . , . . ,. 
5-2 
convent convict 
contain contact conduct 
I . 
Score ........ 
I 
LEARNING RATE 
FIRST SECOND I THIRD 
TEST T EST TEST 
I 
Score (Number tight on third test) .. ..... . 
\ 
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M~URPHY-DURRELL 
DIAGN·OSTIC READING READINESS TEST 
For Group Use 
By HELEN A. MURPHY 
Associate Professor of Education 
Boston University School of Education 
and DoNALD . D. DuRRELL 
Dean, School of Education 
Bqston University 
TEST SCORE PER-CENTILE 
1. Auditory 
2. Visual 
3. Learning Rate 
Total 
Name .. . . . . · Boy .. . Girl . . . . . Date of Testing .. 
Year Month Day 
' ' w • • 
Teacher .. .... ... . ..... . . :. Grade· . . School .... ,. Date of Birth 
Year Month Day 
City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . County .. . .. , . . : .. State ... .. ... . Pupil's Age Yrs .. . . .. .Mos . . ... . 
PRACTICE EXERCISES 
i . 
b 
' c 
J'· 
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TEST 1. AUDITORY ! ~-~-~~~~~ --r-----
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.... 
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17- 20 
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~ 
l 
21-24 
[ 2 ] 
29-32 
... 
37-40 
41-44 
45--48 
Murphy-Durrell Diag. Read. Readine91 
TEST I. APDITORY .(Continued) 
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65-68 
TEST 1. AUDITORY (Continued) 
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· · 
[ 4 ] 
Murphy-Durrell Diag. Read . Readiness 
·, 
TEST 2. SENTENCES Metropolitan Readiness, R 
1 
4 
... -
15 1 
Metropol ita n Readiness : R 
L4 
Numb,~ right . . , ..... 
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14 
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' c 
d 
2 
3 
4 
·.Efj 
5 
., ' 
. [fl LI] 
. I 
6 
,· 
· ~ 
[!JFO· .
Metropolitan Readin••• I' 
m ~ 
.·.·1k 
- ~ · 
' . 
. . I 
Me<ropohran RelOdinca , a 
8 . . . 
· . . ill ' .· 
Am · . . -· · - -~ - fu 
9 I . 
I 
' 
' 
........ .. . . . . 
. -
12 . . ' 
- ~~ ~ · . - ~ .· . ~ · ·. ~···· · · 
.. 
. ''[ 11 ) . 
Metropolitan ReaC:Iinea : K 
13 
. 14 
' 674 467 647 746 
. 15 
-
~ ·. NUR UNR 
16 
·root · feet ·teef . 
. 
. 17 
29 .92 .· 39 
18 
GV \: CA GA 
- -~ 
Number--rir . • •• • ••• [12] ..._ _ S d JS P tan ar cor1 . •••• ! •• _ t • :.:___,_.....__ 
1 
A 
v 
2 
3 
4 
6-8~ 
f!JJ(J 
TEST 5. NUMBERS 
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r 
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Metropolitan Readinca t a 
· -- · ·--- ----- - · -
. 
g 
12 
14 
Metropolitan Rcadin .. t R 
. ·3 5 7 . 2 
• ' 
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· 15 . , 1 • 
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PRIMER TEST-Form A 
Total Score 
Rating 
LEE-CLARK READING TEST-PRIMER-Form A 
Devised by J. Murray Lee, Dean of Education, State College, Pullman, Washington, 
and Willis W. Clark, Director of Research and Guidance, Los Angeles County Schools. 
Illustrations by Alice M Phelan, Art Supervisor, Burbank City Schools 
Name------------------ ---- ---- ------------- ---------- ---------------------------------------------Age------- ------- -----------------
School--------- - --- ------- ---- --- --- ------- ----- ---- -- ------------------------- ~-- .............. Grade ...... , .... -- .. -- .. -----··--- .. 
City------·---- -------- --- -------------- --- --- -------------- --- -- .. -----------···----- Dote--- -- ----..... ------------.--. ------------.... 
Part 1. Auditory Stimuli 
Part 2. Visual Stimuli 
Part 3. Foil owing Directions 
Total 
PUPIL'S RECORD 
Possible 
Score 
15 
11 
12 
38 
Pupil's 
Score 
Ratinl! or 
Grade Placement 
Copyright, 1931, 1943, by California Test Bureau. Gopyrilfut Wlder International Copyright 
All Rights Reserved Wlder Pan-American. Copyright Union. Published by California 
Test Bureau, 5916 Hollywood Boulevard., Los Angeles 28, California. Printed in U . S. A . 
'+ J 
Part I. AUDITORY STIMULI 
the . IS Jack my 
good went old Terry 
1. at not . said Ill 
2. to am did for 
3. foot out dog feet 
4. says may me ITIY 
5. put party play pretty 
6. sand little help like 
7. went with was want 
8. can am sand and 
9. rides run ran right 
10. with wagon wish work 
11. house her him horse 
12. must mouth met . mice 
13. This Then They That 
14. through thought toast throws 
15. birthday playhouse children breakfast 
LCPA 
Part 1. Score (number right) ·················-----
Port 2. VISUkl STIMULI 
@ boy {9 girl 
£® ®I. 
dog 
ball 
cake 
wagon 
milk 
·spade 
rooster 
candles 
read 
rides 
fills 
LCPA 
Part 3. FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 
1. lVIake a X on the wagon. 
2. Make the dog red. 
3. Make a X on the spade. 
- -----
4. Make the pail blue. 
5. · Make a X on Jack. 
6. Make a 0 on the cake. 
LCPA 
Part 3. FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS (continued! 
7. Make a 0 on the man with the ice. 
8. Draw a X on the man with the mail and a X on the 
man with the milk. 
9. Draw a X on the six eggs. 
10. The-kitty is in the wagon. Make her black. 
11. Make a X on the boy that brings the papers. 
12. Draw a 0 under the man with some ice. 
LCPA 
Part 3. Score (number right) ____________ _ 
FIRST READER TEST -Form A 
Total Score 
Rating 
LEE-CLARK READING TEST-FIRST READER-Form A 
Devised by J. Murray Lee, Dean of Education, State College, Pullman, Washington, 
and Willis W. Clark, Director of Research and Guidance, Los Angeles County Schools. 
Illustrations by Alice M Phelan, Art Supervisor, Burbank City Schools 
Name--- ---------- -- -------- ------------------ ------ ------------------ -----------------------------Age------- ---- ---- ----------------
School----------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------Grade--------- ----------------------
City------------------- ---- -- ------------------------------ -- -------------------------Date--------·--·····---------------------------··· 
PUPIL'S RECORD 
Possible Pupil's Rating or 
. Score Score Grade Placement 
Part 1. Auditory Stimuli 15 
Part 2. Visual Stimuli 15 
Part 3. Foil owing Directions 12 
Part 4. • Completion 9 
Part 5. Inference 8 
Total 59 \ 
Copyright , 1931, 1943, by California Test Bureau. Copyright under International Copyright 
Union. All Rights Reserved under Pan-American Copyright Union. Publlshed by California 
Test Bureau, 5916 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles 28, California. Printed in U . S . A . 
4 1 
' 
Part 1. AUDITORY STIMULI 
boy girl the at 
try · how an ears 
1. let cat roll open 
2. coat · rat please great 
3. pink green black red 
4. . another ate about again 
5. hide hid hill here 
6. stamp store shelf seeds 
7. bird flower much In any 
8. grow grew blow flew 
9. cotton cents churn cloth 
10. while weeks . warm WIS~ 
11. twelve ten three two 
12. hand hungry hurry hurt 
13. barked turned washed sorted 
14. sometimes animals anything something 
15. postmaster playground postoffice package 
LCJ'A 
Pa·rt 1. Score (number right).··-··-·-··-··-·-··--
1 0 
LCli'A 
Part 2. VISUAL STIMULI 
boy 
girl 
bird 
flower 
ten 
· cap 
shoes 
nose 
vvindow 
feathers 
duck 
calves 
automobile 
tree 
. JUmp·· 
blows 
swim 
Port 2 S ( · · core number right) 
------------------------------
Part 3. FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 
1. . Make a X on the slide. 
2. Make a 0 on the teeter. 
3. Draw a stamp on the letter. 
4. Draw a line under the package. 
I 
7 
5. Draw a line from the Robin to the nest. 
6. Draw an egg in the ·grass. 
Port 3. FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS (continued) 
7. Put a X on the block that has Y on it. 
8. Put a X on the squirrel 's feet. 
9. Draw a line under the three eggs. 
10. Draw a line under the hen that is on the nest. 
11. Put a X on the baby elephant. 
12. Put a 0 on the elephant not in the water. 
Part 3. Score (number right). __ ____ _ 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Part 4 COMPLETION 
The dog sat on the 
showed 
The man carried the 
stamped 
steps 
sorted 
Donald had a dream about 
never brownies 
The kitty rolled and slid on the 
floor once · 
The wise old rat knew about 
listened dead 
5. The pigs squealed for their 
churn curly 
6. The farn1er planted the little 
fight threw 
7. The elephants live in the big 
last jungle 
other 
n1ail 
first 
taste 
traps 
supper 
seed 
banana 
8. The little elephant will need to hold his trunk out 
of the 
water tired near 
9. The little yellow duck· likes to eat 
worms strong brook 
LCI"A 
Part 4. Score (number right J ....•......••.••..•............ . 
Part 5. INFERENCE 
1. Jack and Sue made a snow man. 
The snow man was 
red white black 
2. Robin carried sticks and grass. 
Mother Robin made 
a nest the mud a song 
3. Jack went to the toy store. 
He liked the 
milk snow man toy soldiers 
4. The toys came to the party. 
The big dolls said 
Moth-er Choo-Choo Bow-Bow 
5. When the cat was on the floor 
The mice were 
sick happy afraid 
6. Jack and Sue hid in the hay. 
Donald and the dog 
planted found them barked 
7. The hen climbed off the nest. 
In the nest there were twelve 
pigs birds chickens 
8. The big elephant blows water over the little elephant. 
The little elephant takes his 
breakfast bath supper 
Part 5. Score (number right). ________ , __ 
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- .By Ri:roo~F PINTNER, PH.D. 
Professor of Educational Psychology, Teachers College, Columbia University 
I .. • . 
BEss V. CuNNINGHAM, PH.D. 
Professor of Education, University of Toledo 
and WALTER N. DURosr, PH.D. 
Formerly Rt~arch Associate, Institute of School Experimentation 
) Teachers College, C~iumbia University 
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1 
Grades 
Prim. 
·o 
(Verbal) 
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4 
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6 
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